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According to the International Reading Association (1999}, “adolescents entering the
adult world in the 21st century will read and write more ,than at any other ti;f; d i
lalu.nan history, They will need advanced levels of literacy to pe;:forﬁl their jobs T
thcu'. lu.)uscholds, act as citizens and conduct their personal lives” (p. 3) Des;ite\ ;hrjm
predictions, national assessment data suggest that few are prcparedl {‘o.mkcpon thgsé
challenges. cha“r than one third of adolescents in the United States z'ead( proﬁcicnt;e
gnd overall reading performance among 12th-grade students actually declined bctwee};,
1992 and 2005 (Perie, Grigg, & Donahue, 2005). According to the 1998 NAEP results
an even sr.n;t]ler percentage—Iless than 5%-—could extend or eiaboréte the nu;'l;}ir{" %
the ma.tcz'm[s they read (Donahue, Voelkl, Campbell, & Mazzeo, 1999) | et
While a great deal of attention has focused on carly literacy c’ieve!op'mcnt the chal
lenges o'f adolescent literacy have only more recently received attention, In 2,0(}7E :c; )-
lescent literacy was rated as the “hotrest” topic in literacy education by 'Iitemc léq(d f'"
at the International Reading Association (Cassidy & Ca'ssidy 2007) Morecov}flrr cthéfs
same experts concurred that adolescent literacy should be a \’fery ho; issle ('i"l;is‘ wIe
in contrast, for example, to Direct/Explicit Instruction, which wa.s judé{ed. to b.el VG;S
ho_t topic but one that the experts believed should not have been.) Thus, at the ti .
ths chapter is being written, there is a strong focus on early reading dcvleio ment im(i:
instruction and a growing focus on adolescent literacy. ) pentane
_ The need for more attention to adolescent literacy is clear: By the time students react
.Eugb school, they are less likely to read on their own, less lil(f:l}" to be intc\restcd iisl I'Cacil
ing, and as noted above, less likely to be proficient in reading than they W’Cf;i as riii{jm .
students (e_.g., Moje, Young, Readance, & Moore, 2000; Strommen & Mq;(;spl(}()a;)y
These declines in motivation and achievement seem to have their origins m th,e v :
e.lcumntayy grades and continue through middle school (Internatio.nai Reading A o
tion, 1999; Chall & Jacobs, 2003; Wigfield, 1997}, g amoa
Ih‘e onsct of these declines corresponds with the difficulty many students experi-
ence in reading as they transition from an emphasis on strategies for decodin erId
fluency (“learning to read”) to an emphasis on using reading for ‘undersmndinf 3_{1
concepts ml1d ideas {“reading to learn”). Flaency, word meanings and pri;)r( knmﬁi(;]dcw
are increasingly important in this stage of development. Students are expected to r‘gg
and learn about unfamiliar topics where the vocabulary is unfamiliar and the lin ui;ilic
structures are more complex. While comprehension has always been the ob'e‘f' i
reading, it becomes a different sort of challenge ar this stage. e we- "
The gffecfs of the difficult transition some students experience in shifting from an
cmplm.sm on decoding and fluency to an emphasis on comprehension an& inform ti
gflthermg have sometimes been described as “the fourth grade slump” (Chall ;‘9;(’;
Chall & Jacobs, 2003; Chall, Jacobs, & Baldwin, 1990). Children who cxp‘e;iel;ce rh‘i;
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“slump” in their reading skills and interests often fail to transition to the stage of read-
ing development in which they can use reading as a tool for learning (Chall & Jacobs,
2003). Jeanne Chall {1983) hypothesized that this new stage of reading—the initial
stage of “reading to learn” encompassed grades four through eight.

The need to support students in their efforts to master the more complex demands
of middle school reading have been well recognized (e.g., Brown, 2002; Durkin, 1979
Chall & Jacobs, 2003; Pressley, 2002). Nearly three decades ago, Dolores Durkin (1979}
set out to document the ways in which comprehension development was supported
in classrooms. Despite the acknowledged need for comprehension instruction, Durkin
found almost 5o instruction occurring in the classrooms she observed, In the 4,469
minutes of reading instruction she observed, Durkin documented exactly 10 minutes in
which the teacher raught comprehension.

Instead, she observed that “teachers neglect[ed] comprehension because they {were]
busy teaching phonics, structural analysis, or word meanings” (p. 481). With respect
to comprehension, Durkin described teachers as mentioning information, interrogating
students, assigning worksheets and assessment papers, and checking students’ success.
Thus, the students who comprehended well when they entered the classroom had some
opportunitics to practice their skills; those who sernggled with comprehension received
little or no instruction that would lead to improvement. Decades later, Michael Pressley
and his colleagues (Pressley, Wharton-McDonald, Mistretta-Hampston, 8 Echevarria,
1998; AHlington & Johnston, 2002) found essentially the same thing in grades four and
five. And even more recently, Taylor and Pearson (2002) repoct that even in exemplary
classrooms, there is very little comprehension instruction taking place.

Research conducted during the 1980s and 1990s demonstrated clearly that com-
prehension strategies could be raught (see in particular, chapters 18 and 22 in this vol-
ume)—and that when students learn to use strategies, their comprehension improves (see
Pressley, 2002, 2006). Despite these well-understood findings, comprehension inseruc-
tion continues to receive less attention in the classroom than other skills or content.

THE GOALS FOR READERS IN THE MIDDLE GRADES: WHAT READERS
NEED IN ORDER TO COMPREHEND MIDDLE SCHOOL TEXTS

In recent years, there has been a concerted effort to introduce young readers to infor-
mational text much earlier than was the case when Jeanne Chall {1983, 1996) concep-
tualized the stages of reading development. As the inclusion of a wider range of texts
becomes common practice in primary grade classrooms, one would expect students to
be better prepared to take on these genres in the middle grades. Regardless of genre,
however, the challenges of accessing text remain significant for teaders in the middle
grades. As readers make the transition from learning to read to becoming fluent readers
of new information, they rely on proficiency in a number of areas of reading.

Skilled comprehenders recognize the words on the page automatically (Ehri & Snowl-
ing, 2004; Rasinski et al., 2005) and can decode untamiliar words quickly; they read
text Auently; they have a repertoire of comprehension strategies and they know when
and how to combine them; they employ metacognition to monitor their reading pro-
cesses. Moreaver, skilled comprehenders know a lot of word meanings (vocabulary) and
know a lot about the world (Anderson & Freebody, 1981).

Word recognition and fluency

In order to comprehend challenging text, the reader must first be able to access the
words on the page—quickly and accurately. The typical middle school reader can hold
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approximately seven items in short-term memory at one time (Miller, 1956}, This means
that if the reader is focused on sounding out individual letters and combinations of let-
ters and thinking about how to blend them rogether, there will be very lietle attentional
capacity remaining for comprehension (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Rasinski et al., 2005;
Tan & Nicholson, 1997). In a study of 303 nin¢h graders, Rasinski and his colleagues
tound a moderately strong correlation between reading fluency and reading comprehen-
sion {r = .53). Moreover, they argued that the 28% of the variance in comprechension
explained by students’ fluency likely underestimated the true contribution, since the
students they studied represented a restricted sample: as a group, they performed below
grade-level expectations for both fluency and comprehension. The authors suggest that
if the sample had included more higher achieving students (increasing the range), the
coreelation would have been even higher.

When students lack fluency and automaticity, they tend to read less and avoid dif-
ficult materials {see Chall, 1983, 1996; Stanovich, 1986). Thus, not only is their com-
prehension affected directly, but one of their avenues to improvement (a lot of reading)
is also restricted (Allington, 2006; Rasinski, & Hoffman, 2003). Given this potential
OULCOME, it 1s important to recognize that fluency and automatic word recoghition can
be taught—with corresponding improvements in comprehension, In an experimental
training study, Tan and Nicholson (1997) demonstrated that improving students’ auto-
matic recognition of words and phrases led to significant mmprovement in their reading
comprehension. Rasinski and Hoffman (2003) describe numerous studies focused on
improving students’ fluency, in which comprehension also improved (e.g., Dowhower,
1989, 1994; Knapp & Winsor, 1998; Pinnell et al., 1995; Topping, 1987)

Comprehension strategies

Skilled readers are proficient decoders, recognize words quickly, and read fluently, But
just getting the words off the page is not enough. The skilled reader actively constructs
meaning from those words via a set of strategies such as predicting, imaging, question-
ing, summarizing, clarifying, inferring, and connecting to prior knowledge. Many of
these strategies were documented by Pressley and Afflerbach (1995} in a series of verbal
protocol analyses in which they had expert readers think aloud as they read rexts in
their fields. Good readers, as they documented, are extremely active, interacting with
the text on both personal and intellectual levels as they read.

The comprehension strategies used by good readers do not always develop on their
own—even among students who decode casily and read words quickly and accurately.
Strategies can be taught, however, and studies consistently demonstrate positive effects
of such instruction on reading comprehension (sce, for example, Dole, Duffy, Roehler, &
Pearson, 1991; Gambrell & Bales, 1986; Haller, Child, & Walberg, 1988; Palincsar &
Brown, 1984; Pressley, 2002, 2006; Pressley et al., 1992; Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002).

in effective strategy instruction, the teacher explains the purpose of the strategy, how
to use it, and when and where to use it. She models its use for students, and provides
extensive opportunities for guided practice before expecting students to use the strategy
independently. Strategies are taught just a few at a time and students learn to coordinare
multiple strategies as they read. Strategies instruction is long-term and woven through
the content areas so students learn to apply appropriate strategics to comprehend a wide
range of genres (Pressley, 2000).

Metacognition

Metacognition is the awareness of one’s own thinking processes that enables the learner
to use strategies well. At the most basic level, the reader must be aware of whether or
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not he is understanding the text, As middle school students encounter more cmn?lcf‘{
texts and must coordinate multiple strategies to comprehend them, the ability to momi-
tor one’s own processes and understanding becomes critical to success. Pressley (2002)
suggests that in this context, metacognition, “develops most complerely when students
, i i it ategic hey read™ (p. 292}, Thus, studengs not only
practice using comprehension strategies as they read” (p. . S, .

need to learn the strategies, they need extended opportenities to practice them and
opportunitics to reflect on their use with others.

Vocabulary

A student’s knowledge of vocabulary is strongly related to hislor her ability to com-
prehend text {e.g., Anderson & Freebody, 1981; Beck, Perfcttl,‘& McKeown, 1;982;
Graves, 2000; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman, 1987). -Moreover, n a study exammmgZ
the origins of the “fourth grade slump,” Chall anq Jacohkﬁ (%()03) found tEllat stud.ents
decline began not in overall comprehension, but with a slip in V_v_orci meanings, ewder{t
in fourth grade. This was followed by a decline in word recognition and speiimg tmd it
was not until later—in middfe school-—that the students exhibited measurable difficulty
in comprehension, Word knowledge is cumulative (Stahl & Nagy, 2‘_006). The more
words a student knows, the easier it is to learn new words. Thus, children who enter
the intermediate grades with weak vocabularies are not able to.take advantage of richer
texts, and because they spend less time engaged with richer texts, they_ learn less about
the world and fewer new words. And they fall further and further behind. ‘

Causal evidence indicates that developing a student’s vocabulary is one way to improve
his comprehension (Beck, Perfetti, & McKeown, 1982; Mc%eown, Beck, Omanson,'&
Perfetti, 1983; McKeown, Beck, Omanson, & Pople, 1985). Chall and Jacobs (2,003)‘ urge
educators not to be sanguine about students with limited wnrd. knowledge—even if the
rest of their reading profile appears to be fine. Instructional practices t}‘mt support vocabu-
tary development are critical to comprehension development in the middle grades.

Prior knowledge

One of the reasons that vocabulary correlates with comprehension is t_hat vo‘c‘abula.ry
can be a proxy for what a student knows about the world. It th.c student is famlh'ar Wnt_h
terms such as estuary, inlet, vegetation, wilderness, heron, t?’tblz‘tl‘a?}’, and marine, it is
likely that she knows something about wetland ccosystems. Prior knowlcdg.e about a
topic has a profound effect on comprehension. According to schema thco%‘y (e.g., r'f\nclie.r—
son, 1984; Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Rumelhare, 1980), know!edge is organized in
complex, relational structures called schemata. Schcmgta constitute our kno.w;tedg’t;
about “objects, situations, cvents, sequences of events, actions, a.nd sequences of actions
(Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34), Comprehension is a matter of activating or creating sc{mmam
that relate to the text and lead the reader to a meaningful interpretation. Rcz}dcrs access
of schemata allows them to make connections, predictions, and interpretations of_what
they are reading. For example, consider the following paragraph from a memoir my
middle school son, Andrew, is currently reading:

With the Red Sox, after I grounded out, T got back to the dugout and nobody said
much. That wasn’t a big deal, But when I went to the end of the dngout‘to'pat away
my helmet, Grady Little [the manager] pulled me.asidc and tqld me: §mf1ﬂg away.
Grady told me that the Red Sox wanted me to bring runpers i, to drive the ball,
because that’s why they brought me there. T couldn’t believe it, bro. [ was so happy.

Here | was doing what 1 thought the manager wanted me to do-—make an out on
and the manager is telling me to take a hack

purpose so we could move the runner
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up tti;'C, to let it go. Can you believe that shit? 1 felt like 1 just got out of jail, bro. T
felt like T could hit the way | wanted to hit. (Ortiz, 2007, p. 128)

Andrew has a well-developed schema for the game of baseball thar enables him to
easily make sense of terms like grounded out, dugout, belmet, runners, and drive in the
current context. This includes understanding the distinction between a basebail player’s
helmer and a knight’s helmet, and knowing that risizers in this instance refers to base
runners rather than track runners, numbers runners, or drug runners. His knowledge
of the sequence of a game of bascball enables him to visualize the author hitting a
gr_'ound ball, being thrown out at first base, returning to the dugout, and walking pést
his teammates to hang up his helmet. Andrew knows that baschball is stratcgic,\'sd he
L;ﬁd@rﬂzmdfi that sometimes players make outs on purpose, but that normally, the objec-
tive is not to make outs. More specifically, he knows that the author, David Ortiz, is a
champion home run hitter—which enables bim to understand the p'iayer’s frustration
in holding back—and why he would be the right person to “bring runners in.” On a
linguistic level, Andrew knows that David Ortiz grew up in the Dominican Republic
and sometimes uses familiar dialect in his talk. This helps him read right through the
word “bro™ without pausing—knowing that it is a form of the word “brother” and a
familiar term for addressing somcone. He can hear Ortiz’s voice in his head as he reads
it. He knows that adules in sports (and clsewhere) often use language that is not accept-
able for children to use. This enables him to read right through the profanity, despite

~seeing it only rarely in print. He does all this without noticing, eager to get to the next
page. Readers routinely draw upon their background knowlcdgc-ia these ways when
they encounter familiar topics and genres across the curriculum.

In the context of middle grades comprehension, students who know more about a
topic or are more familiar with a particular text structure will be better able to compre-
hend a rext. And the process of reading the text adds to their knowledge base, extends
their schemata, and makes it easier to comprehend refated text in the future. Students
with limited prios knowledge have fewer schemata to draw upon, making comprehen-
sion more difficule. If it is too difficalr, they may abandon the text altogether. So while
those with prior knowledge continue to grow as readers and learners, those with limited
background risk falling farther and further behind. Stanovich (1986) referred to these
cycles as the “Matthew Effect” because the rich get richer while the poor get poorer.

THE CONTEXT FOR LEARNING IN THE MIDDLE GRADES

The knowledge, skills, and strategies considered above are critical to the success of
the intermediate level reader. But they do not tell the whole story. As students move
out of the primary grades and into the middle school years, they not only encounter
more c.omplcx texts and greater expectations for learning new content, they are also
becoming more invested in their interests outside of school. It is during these years that
acadcmip motivation and achievement often begin to decline {Chall & Jacobs, 2003;
International l?’\eading Association, 1999; Wigfield, 1997). Middle school readers have
beenrchamcter:zcd as disinterested and unmotivated (e.g., Anderson, Wang, & Gaffney,
2006; McKenna & Kear, 1995). Despite documented declines, recent studies call such
descriptions of disinterest into question by casting a wider net o try to understand
young adolescent readers in a broader context.

Out-of-school literacies

l*aul.kcr (2005) makes the distinction between public literacies: The school-based lit-
eracies that highlight skills and knowledge necessary for school and allow students to
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function in the classroom and private literacies, which she defines as, “out-of-school
literacies linked to lterate practices that influence the personal, social and individual
lives of students™ (p. 109). She contends that the public literacies of school present too
parrow a conception of what it means to be literate. Further, she attributes the alien-
ation and disengagement that can characterize middle grades students to a failure to
expand the conception of literacy in school.

Two major survey studies have documented the differences in students’ public and
private literacy practices {lvey & Broaddus, 2001; Pitcher et al,, 2007) and emphasized
school practices that can help bridge the gap. Sharon Pitcher and her colleagues revised
the Motivation to Read Profile {Gambrell, Palmer, Codling, & Mazzoni, 1996) to be
more appropriate for adolescent readers and administered it to 384 students in the sixth
to twelfth grades. In addition, they interviewed approximately 100 students in grades
6-11. The authors describe the main themes emerging from the interviews as “the dis-
crepancies between students’ views of themsetves as readers in school and out of school,
seudents’ wse of multiliteracies, the influence of family and friends on reading, the role
of teachers and instructional methods and the importance of choice” (p. 391). Students
who described themselves on the Adolescent MRP as “never” or “not very often” liking
reading also listed the hunting and fishing magazines they read avidly at home. When
they were on their own time (ousside of school and school obligations), rthese same stu-
dents reported spending many houts reading and writing on the Interner and in other
flexible and varied formats. As noted by Darvin (2006), “It’s amazing how important
reading and writing can be when you use them for things that.really matter to you”
(p. 403). It seems that when asked, middle school students initially define “reading” as
school reading, which they increasingly avoid. But when offered opportunities to elabo-
rate, they reveal much more complex—and literate—profiles.

Whereas public (in-school) literacies remain focused on book-length texts and articles,
the private (out-of-school) literacies of young adolescent readers are much more diverse,
including many forms of electronic and popular media (Bean, Bean, & Bean, 1999).
The materials that adolescents like to read are not easily available in school (Worthy,
Moorman, & Turner, 1999). In addition, middle school students’ reading engagement
is influenced by their expectations for what they are required to do with a text. Janet
Allen has referred to what she calls “the smell of the trap” {personal communication,
September 16, 2005). Most often, the text is selected by the teacher and the assignment
to read it is accompanied by an activity also designed by the teacher {c.g., book report,
presentation, quiz). Atlen suggests that by middle school, students have learned to antici-
pate these “traps” every time a new book (or other reading selection) is assigned. Under
these circumstances, students often appear to be unmotivated and unengaged.

Ivey and Broaddus (2001) conducted a large-scale survey of middle school students
in an effort to understand what materials and instructional practices motivated young
adolescents to engage in literacy in school. Students in the study were very motivated by
having opportunities to choose their own reading materials. Like most adult readers,
they enjoyed “just plain reading,” and they resisted reading opportunitics in which the
teacher chose the book, determined how it was to be read, and assigned a project at the
end. The negative characterizations of middle school readers as disinterested pon-read-
ers seem closely linked with the instructional experiences they have and the disconnecet
they experience between the ways in which they are literate outside of school, and the
expectations for literacies within the school walls.

Mativation and engagemennt

As the young adolescents in these studies demonstrate, a student will read and com-
prehend a picce of text not only because he can do it, but because he is motivated to
do it. By the time students reach the intermediate grades, motivation is a stpnificant
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factor influencing their comprehension development. According to Guthric and Wig-
field (2000}, “motivation is what activates behavior. A less motivated reader spends less
time reading, exerts lower cognitive effort, and is less dedicated ro full comprehension
than a more highly morivated reader” (p. 406). Since the development of higher order
comprehension demands engagement in instruction and in reading, motivation is criti-
cal to students’ progress. Guthrie and Wigfield (1997, 2000) suggest that motivation is
the link between frequent reading and reading achievement at this level: Students who
are motivated to read, read more and achieve more; their increasing competence moti-
vates them to read more and the cycle continues {Guthrie, Wigfeld, Metsala, & Cox,
1999; Stanovich, 1986).

During the middle childhood and early adolescent years, reading motivation shifts in
important ways (see Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998, for a detailed discussion}. Stu-
dents’ competence belicfs, values and iutrinsic motivation for learning tend to decline
across the elementary school years. Oldfather and her colleagues (Oldfather & Dahl,
19945 Oldfather & McLaughlin, 1993) have attributed the decline in motivation to
changes in classroom conditions. In their studies, they noted that as students moved
from “self-contained, responsive classrooms that honored students’ voices and had no
grades™ to more reacher-centered learning environments in which studencs had litele
voice or choice in their learning options, their motivation to read declined.- As some
students leave the supportive environments of their primary grade classrooms, they
may find reading and literacy activities to be unrewarding, too difficult or not worth
the effort. Wheun in-school reading is viewed as completely disconnected from private
literacies, students risk becoming nonreaders (Strommen & Mates, 2004} or alliterate
adolescents (Alvermann & Eakle, 2003) who are—at least initially—capable of reading
but choose not to do so. Given the role of extensive reading in developing higher order
comprehension, these choices are not insignificant, S

Engagement follows from motivation. Guthrie, McGough, Bennett, and Rice (1996)
describe engaged readers as “motivated to read for a variety of personal goals, strategic
in using multiple approaches to comprehension, knowledgeable in their construction of
new understanding {rom text, and socially interactive in their approach to literacy™ {p.
403). Engagement is perhaps the central element in developing effective comprehension
mstruction in the middle grades. Strategies and knowledge are critical, but if the reader
chooses not to use them, they are of lirtle use. Likewise, motivation is necessary, but
motivation does not exist in a vacuum. 1f the reader lacks the strategic knowledge or
background to make sense of text or a learning environment that supports a socially
interactive approach to literacy, motivation cannot support achievement, and, in fact, is
largely unsustainable.

The relationship between engagement and achievement appears to be a reciprocal one
(Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000). In a national sample of students, Campbell, Voelkl, and
Donahue (1997) studied the refationship at three ages: 9, 13, and 17, They found that
the more highly engaged readers had higher reading achievement than the less-engaged
readers. In fact, the 13-year-old students who were highly engaged outperformed the
17-year-olds who were less reading-engaged. 1n addition, the engaged readers from fam-
ilies with low income and educational backgrounds were higher in achievement than
less engaged readers from high income and educational backgrounds,

Summary

The development of higher order comprehension processes in the middle grades results
from the complex interaction of a set of skills, strategies, and dispositions, all of which
can be nurtured {or stifled) in the context of the school classroom. In order to create
deep meaning from text, the student must first be able to access the text itself: She
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must have strong decoding and word recognition skills, She must be able 1o process
the words, sentences and larger units of texe fluently, so that words and phrases com-
bine to make meaning. She relies on comprehiension strategies to help her connect units
within the text and units of text with her existing schemata. She must not only know
how to use particular strategies, but she must know when and .wherc and how to use
them. Moreover, she needs the meracognitive knowledge to monitor her c'o‘mp;'ehens'lon
processes——s0 she is aware of when a new or different strategy is needed. The proficient
reader also knows a lot of words: Her vocabulary knowledge enables her to grasp the
concepts and contexts preseated in the text. S}}c is able to access backgrpufnd l‘mi()wk
edge (schemata) relared to the text content. This enables her to make pt‘(.idl(,‘t]()ns. a-).out"
what comes next, connect the new to the known, pose relevant questions, an-d form
more complex interpretations of what she is veading. All of these skills, strategies, a;ﬁ
understandings are important but remain essentialy d(::-rma'nt unless the reader is glso
motivated to use them, In order for the learner to develop-higher ()I‘Cfﬁ‘-i‘ comprehf:ﬁ.sum,
she must be interested, motivated to participate, and engaged in Eh@ literacy activity. It
is only when instruction truly engages the student reader that learning can take place.

INSTRUCTIONAL FRAMEWORKS FOR DEYELOPING
COMPREHENSION IN THE MIDDLE GRADES

In a detailed analysis of existing comprehension instruct'ion, d}"e.&ut!mrs of the RANL.)
report on reading comprehension conclude that, “good instruction is t%le most p-owej -
ful means of developing proficient comprehenders and preveating r@cimg compt chinw‘
sion problems” (Snow, 2002, p.29). The sections that follmfv describe some examples
of multidimensional instructional frameworks for devc]opmgcomprchcnsum in the
middle grades. While the set chosen is certainly not co_mp]cre,jlt represents '111;1gc, of
approaches which integrate the components reviewed in ic hrsrt half of this ¢ mpgu“];
and which have adequate research evidence to support their use. l"h.erf: are many other
promising methods that have been used to improve the comprehension of JI]tCITiﬂCth?ft(i
readers, but in most cases, they focus on a single strategy and/or they yet lack CIMPIFICa

evidence to support them,

Reciprocal teaching
Reciprocal teaching (Palincsar & Brown, 1984) is sometimes considered ic gran‘df??hcr
{or, given its authors, the grandmother) of frameworks for. cozmarehens:.;on ms‘tl..uc,t:u.?n.
It was the first empirically validated approach to the teacin}]g_ of' coordinared strategics
instruction {Block & Pressley, 2002). Developed by Annmarl'c i’allncgar.and Ann‘ l}i‘()‘_ﬂfrl,
reciprocal teaching focuses on four comprehension strategies: prediction, qufcs.,t_;on_s‘n_gi
seeking clarification, and summarization. The strategies are taugh‘{t Fh..rc)ugh a fairly uf,lc
sequence of instructional events, with a gradual release of responsibility from t‘hc tealc 1icr
to the students. Together, the students and teacher Fcad a passage of rext, ;?alagra?& 3}1
paragraph. As they read, they learn and then practice the four strategies. ;tuc‘ie-nrs st
experience the strategies as modcfa! by the teacher; they th‘en practice the at}ateg;t;}s,
supported by the teacher with specific feedi)qck, coaching, hints, and explangatzon. . lr:
leadership role in the dialogue is gradusi}ylsinftcd from the teacher to thc students, with
the goal of developing independent, coordinated use of the four strategies. .
Studies of the effects of reciprocal teaching have shown gonsnsf:cntfy positive resules,
with effect sizes ranging from weak tostrong. Ina revilc:w of 16 published and Lllll}i.zidllsflefl
studies of reciprocal teaching, Rosenshine and Meister (1994) rc]_m:‘tcd_ ()Vﬁl‘ai‘i ef.fet,.t
sizes of .32 when the outcomes were measured by standard tests of comprehension and
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.88 when the outcome measures were teacher-developed, The most significant feature of
reciprocal teaching is the interaction between the teacher and her students. The gradual
release of responsibility——and the steps involving modeling and guided practice leading
to independent strategy use—have been features of nearly all instructional frameworks
in comprehension since.

Reciprocal teaching represented a major shift in approaches to comprehension
instraction, and as such, has served as a model of sorts for all who came later. It has
not been without its eritics, however, The format is rigid and extremely time consum-
ing. Ironically, despite its focus on the development of individual students, Brown and
Campione (1998) have expressed concern that reciprocal teaching has been routinized
by teacher and publishers: “The surface rituals of questioning, summarizing and so
forth are engaged in, divorced from the goal of reading for understanding that they
were designed to serve.” In contrast to the way they were intended to be used, “thesc
strategies arc sometimes practiced out of context of reading anthentic texts” (p. 177).
Ultimately, reciprocal teaching laid the foundation for much of the coordinated strate-
gies instruction that followed.

Transactional strategies instruction

Transactional Serategies Instruction (TSI) is an approach ro teaching comprehension
strategies with an emphasis on developing readers who are metacognitive and self-
regulated. One of the most challenging aspects of teaching students to use comprehen-
ston strategies is that the strategies are not used one at a time, nor in a predetermined
order. Rather, the effective reader selects the particular strategy needed from a col-
fection of possible choices, combines strategies, and switches from one strategy to
another when the first onc is not working. The effective strategy user is flexible and
self-regulated. .

In TSI, readers are taughe that the meaning of a text does not reside in the text
alone; nor does it reside solely in the mind of the reader. Rather the meaning is created
through the transaction between the text and the reader (Brown, El-Dinary, Pressley, &
Coy-Ogan, 1995; Brown, Pressley, Van Meter, & Schuder, 1995; Pressley et al., 1992).
Thus the reader is necessarily an active participant in the construction of comprehen-
sion. Morcover, readers learn that meaning emerges through transactions between
members of the group. This is a far cry from the instructional setting in which students
read passages in silence and respond to questions about the author’s intended message.
According to one of the principal architects of TSI (Michacl Pressiey), “... transactional
strategies instruction is all about teaching students to choose active reading over passive
reading and to decide for themselves which strategic process to use when they confront
challenging texts” (Pressley & Wharton-McDonald, 2006, p. 3200

Students in the TSI classroom learn how, why, and when to use a set of compre-
hension strategies, most often including predicting, verifying predictions, visualizing,
summarizing, restating, connecting information with background knowledge, and
motitoring. Instruction typically takes place in small groups, but extends to whole
class, read alouds and anywhere else in the curriculum where comprehension strategies
would be helpful. Early in the instruction, the teacher assumes primary responsibility
for explaining, modeling and providing guided practice in strategy use. However, over
time, responsibility is gradually shifted to the students, first in 2 shared model, and then
to one in which the students make decisions and assume responsibility for their strategic
reading. During the transition process, the teacher serves as a coach, offering hints and
other feedback to scaffold the process. Because the instruction is necessarily responsive
to the discussions, interpretations, and needs of the students, instruction in this frame-
work cannot be scripted in advance,
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Three studies have investigated the effects of TSI directly. The first (Brown, Pressley,
Van Meter, & Schuder, 1996} was a year-long quasi-experimental investigation of Ithe
effects of TSI on second-grade children’s reading. The researchers compared reading
performance in five classrooms where teachers used TSI to the performance of a compa-
rable group of students in classrooms where teachers were well regarded as language-arts
teachers but who were nat using a TSI approach. By the spring of second grade, students
in the TSI classrooms not only ourperformed their peers in the comparison group in
reading but they also learned more content over the course of the year, In addition, the
teachers reported that TSI increased studenss’ self confidence and enjoyment as }'cacicrs.

The second study (Collins, 1991) described fifth- and sixth-grade stadents involved
in comprehension instruction consistent with TSI, three days a wﬂeek for a semester.
At the end of the semester, students in the treatment group outperformed those in the
control group by three standard deviations. Finally, Valerie Anderson (1992; Andcrspn
& Roit, 1993) conducted a 3-month investigation of the effects of TSI on students with
reading disabilities in grades 6-11. Aithough students in bot_h the trearment and congrol
groups made gains during the study, the students in the TSI group made larger gains.
I addition, Anderson {1992) collected a range of qualitative data on the students' that
also supported the use of TSI For example, students in the TSI group were more Wiiii_ng
to read and attempt to understand difficult material; more willing to collaborate V}flth
clagsmates to understand text, and maore likely to react to and elaborate.upon eext. Smce
one of the explicit goals of TSI is to develop more active, engaged readers, these qualita-
tive outcomes are likely as imporrant as the gains in test scores themselves.

The disadvantage to TShas to do with its labor intensive nature (Brown, Pressley, Van
Meter & Schuder, 1995: El-Dinary & Schuder, 1993). Teachers report that it demands a

sreat deal of time, requires appropriate fexts in multiple copies and _rcquires teachers to
relinquish some of the control they are accustomed to having in their classrooms.

Collaborative strategic reading

Like TSI, Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR) was developed on the ff)undation of
reciprocal teaching (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Its authors c:()mbinc(_i their kgowledge
of cognitive strategies instruction with the findings from cooperative iea}fmng {e.g.,
Johnson & Johnson, 1989, 1999} to create a framework that was originally mtcncfed‘ to
support children with learning and/or behavioral disabilities in the regular education
classroom (Klinger & Vaughn, 1999; Klinges, Vaughn, Dimino, Schup]m? & Bryant,
2001; Klinger et al., 2004). Like TSI, it presents active strategy instruction in-an engag-
ing social (collaborative) learning environment. . .

CSR teaches four critical reading comprehension strategies with specific information
about how and when to apply them to understand expository text (Klingner & Vaughn,
1999), Students are taught one strategy and its procedures at a ti.me.befo_re they are
taught to combine them. The four basic strategics includ_f: brainstnrr.mng and p}‘@gth
ing (Previewing), monitoring understanding (Click and (fiu.nk), finding the main idea
(Get the Gist), and generating questions and reviewing key ideas (Wrap Up) (Klingner
& Vaughn, 1999). Initially, the teacher defines and explains the strategy to the whole
class, models its use, and role-plays its implementation with students, When the stu-
dents are proficient with all four strategies, they are divided into heterogencous groups
with each student assigned a specific role. For example, students assume roles of leader,
clunk expert (responsible for cuing problem-solving strategics}, announcer, encourager,
reporter, and timekeeper. Cue cards guide the group members through their Z}S%ilf,’l](?d
roles initially, providing structure and reminders, but as students i)c‘comc proﬁae;.lt in
the procedures, the use of the cards is diminished, Studepts use Icarmng logs to activate
prior knowledge before reading and to record self-questions after reading,
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Once the students are familiar with the serategies and the use of the roles, the teacher
circulates among groups, providing assistance as needed. For example, he might need
to clarify difficule words, model a strategy again, or encourage a student o participate.
Like the TSI framework, CSR is designed to gradually shift the responsibility for learn-
ing from the teacher to the students,

A number of studies have investigated the effects of CSR on students’ comprehension
in upper elementary and middle school classrooms, with consistently positive results.
Klingner, Vaughn, and Schumm {1998) provided CSR instruction in inclusive fourch-
grade classrooms during social studies—with particular emphasis on helping students
comprehend social studies texts. Students in the CSR group made significantly preater
gains than students in the control group on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (Mac-
Ginitie & MacGinitke, 1989) and demonstrated egual proficiency in their knowledge of
the social studies content. In another study (Bryant, Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, Ugel, &
Hamff, 2000}, CSR was implemented in an inclusive middle school program where stu-
dents with and without disabilities made significant gains. In a vear-long quasi-experi-
mental study of fourth-grade classrooms, Klingner et al. (2004) provided professional
development in the CSR framework to five intervention teachers and observed their
instruction throughout the year, comparing their students’ reading gains with those
of students in five control classrooms. Students in CSR classrooms improved signifi-
cantly in reading comprehension compared with the students in the control classrooms.
However, when the gains in the two conditions were compared by achievement groups,
only the gains made by the high/average-achieving group were statistically significant,
Students in the CSR condition from the low-achieving and LD groups did improve more
than their peers in the control classrooms, but the differences in gains did not reach
statistical significance, Thus, although the framework was developed in an effort to
support low-achieving students, it appears to be even more effective with their higher
achieving peers. When CSR has been implemented to support English language learn-
ers, two other studies (Klingner & Vaughn, 1996, 2000) have documented significant
gains for students who were tearning English.

Like TSI, Collaborative Strategic Reasoning demands a high level of preparation
and engagement on the part of the reachers. Klingner and her colleagues (Klingner,
Vaughn, Arguelles, Hughes, & Leftwich, 2004) found thar the teachers’ implementa-
tion varied a great deal — even with the common professional development provided at
the beginning of che study. Importantly, students’ comprehension gains were associated
with the quality of implementation of the CSR framework. The authors recognize that
the implementation of a complicated framework of strategies instruction is both time
consuming and challenging. It requires middle school teachers 1o “let go” of some of
their control of eheir classroom and students. It demands a high level of intelligence to
be able to respond to students’ questions and difficulties in ways that support strategic
thinking. Like Pressley and El-Dinary (1997}, Klingner et al. (2004} question whether
these types of instruction are “possible for only some teachers™ (p. 293).

Concept oriented reading instruction

Concept Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI) differs from the other frameworks in its
dual focus on comprehension strategies and student motivation to read. Based on Guthrie
and Wigfield’s theory of engaged reading (see Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Guthrie, Wig-
field, & Perencevich, 2004), CORI merges explicit cognitive strategy instruction with
motivational support practices in the context of content area (science) instruction.

The CORT model 1s based on a solid grounding in cogunitive strategies instruction,
including modeling, scaffolding, guided practice, and the conditional knowledge of
when, where and how to use the strategies. What distinguishes it from other instruc-
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tional frameworks are five additional contexcual features: (1) knowledge goals: reading
instruction takes place within the context of a content domain in which the knowl-
edge goals are made clear to students; (2) real-world experiences: student experiences
are prominently linked with the texts and instruction; (3) dantononty support: students
learn to make meaningful choices and eake control of their learning; (4) collaboration:
students learn to work togethu, and (5) an abundance of diverse inieresting texts in the
content domain. These five features were (‘ievei()pcd for the explicit purpose of support-
ing students’ motivation and engagement in the belief that “merging mativationat and
cognitive strategy support in reading, comprehension instruction will increase engaged
reading and reading comprehension” (Guthrie & Ozgungor, 2002; Guthrie, Wigheld,
& Perencevich, 2004, p. 405).

A number of investigations support the effectiveness of this framework. In a year-long
study in third and Gfth grades, Guthric and his colleagues (Guthrie, Anderson, Afao, &
Rinchart, 1999; Guthric et al., 1998) reported positive findings in both comprehension
and motivation. Students in the classrooms where CORI was implemented improved in
search and comprehension skitls, writing, understanding of central concepts, compre-
hension of texts, and interpretation skills compared to comparable students in class-
rooms where they received more typical strategies instruction, Moreover, the majority
of students reported greater motivation to read and participate in co;nprehcnsi(m activi-
ties as the year progressed and more time spent reading.’

In a subsequent study, Guthrie et al. (2004} compared C ORI to two different third
grade-classroom conditions— one in which students received essentially the same strar-
egies instruction as prowdcd in fhc CORI fmmcwmk but without the motivational
components {SI) aditional mstruction (T, In
each of the first two conditions—CORI and SI—students received similar instruction in
the following reading comprchension strategies: (a) activating background knowledge,
(b) questioning, (c} searching for information, (d) summarizing, (¢) organizing graphi-
cally, and (f) identifying story structure.

After 12 weeks, the CORI students outperformed t]m ST and TT students on several
measures of reading comprehension, though rot alt of the comparisons reached statisti-
cal significance. In addition, their setf-reports indicated that they were more motivated
and they read more chan the students in the SI condition. Overall, students in the CORI
condition were more motivated than ST and Tl students and were more strategic readers
than the SI students (Guthrie et al., 2004),

Like the frameworks described above, the effectiveness of CORY is highly depen-
dent on well-trained, active teachers who truly understand {and support) the principles
as well as the practices embodied by the model. Teachers must understand not only
the content and the developmient of reading processes, but the motivational variables
as well. Pressley (2006) suggests that one reason the students in the CORI condition
(Guthrie et al., 2004) outperformed those in the Strategies Instruction (51) condition
may be a difference in the extent of training (10 days vs. 5) and the lack of expertise
among teachers in the SI condition.

Concluding comment

The instructional frameworks described have demonstrated great potential for develop-
ing higher order comprehension among middle grades learners. In scttings where the
frameworks have been implemented, students have made significant gains in reading.
That said, rescarch continues to describe few classrooms where children are benefiting
from these (or similar) approaches. In a year-long study of fourth- and fifth-grade class-
rooms, Pressley, Wharton-McPonald, Mistretta-Hampston, & Echevarria (1998} found
that while teachers described comprehension as one of the most important goals in their
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literacy mstruction, they provided almost no instruction that would help students reach
that goal. Harkening back to the classic Durkin study of 1979, these teachers provided
opportunities for students to practice comprehending text and they assessed how well
students could do it, but they quite literally never taught it. Two years later, a larger,
national study of fourth-grade classrooms replicated those findings (see Allington &
Johnston, 2002 for a more complete description). More recently, in Taylor and Pearson’s
work with teachers and schools that “beat the odds,” they report finding minimal (if
any) comprehension instruction at the upper elementary level—cven in exemplary class-
rooms and schools (Taylor & Pearson, 2002), Thus, while the research evidence in favor
of comprehension instruction piles up, the gap berween research and practice remains
stubboraly wide.

GENERAL CLASSROOM PRACTICES WITH THE POTENTIAL TO
SUPPORT COMPREHENSION DEVELOPMENT IN THE MIDDLE GRADES

There are some general classroom practices that, while less intense or focused than the
frameworks described above, are observed more commonly in middie school classrooms,
and when combined with explicit strategies instruction, have the potential to play a sig-
nificant role in supporting higher order comprehension in middle grades students.

Extensive opportunities for reading

Educators often lament the “fact” that middle school students don’t want to read. Yet
when the sixth-grade students in Ivey and Broaddus’ (2001} survey were asked what
they enjoyed most in class, the highest number of them (63%) responded with free read-
ing time. In interviews, students reported that having time to read in school actually
gave them opportunities to think and comprehend. Moreover, adolescent readers—even
those who are reluctant to read in school—indicate that they would do so given ade-
quate time and access to personally engaging materials (Ivey & Broaddus, 2001; Wor-
thy & McKool, 1996). . . .

The International Reading Association’s (IRA; 1999) position statement on ado-
lescent reading states that time spent reading is related to reading success (Anderson,
Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Campbell, Kapinus, & Beatty, 1995; Campbell, Voelkt, &
Donahue, 1998); that eime spent reading is associated with attitudes toward additional
reading (Cone, 1994}, and that time spent reading is tied to knowledge of the world
(Stanovich, 1986). Wide reading is further acknowledged to be one of the most power-
ful approaches to increasing students’ vocabulary knowledge (Graves, 2000; Krashen,
2004; Stahl & Nagy, 2006). Given the roles played by vocabulary, world knowledge,
and motivation in developing comprehension, it is clear thar middle school instructional
practices should include plentiful opportunities for students to read.

Available texts at an appropriate level of challenge

Providing opportuanities for students to read can only support comprehension if students
have access to books they can actually read (Allington, 2006). Too often at the middle
school fevel, students are expected to read books that are well above their independent
reading levels {e.g., Ivey & Fisher, 2005). If the student’s cognitive encrgy is consumed
by the process of decoding and interpreting vocabulary, there can be little remaining
energy to devore to comprehending larger passages and deeper meanings. Moreover, if
the available (or acceptable) materials are of litede interest to students, they may choose
to avoid reading—even when they are able to read. According to the IRA’ position

Developing Higher Order Comprebension in the Middle Grades 523

statement, “Adolescents deserve access to a wide variety of reading materials that they
can and want to read” (IRA, 1999, p. 7). Effective instructional practices for middle
school readers include the provision of easy access to materials that appeal to studenes.
Unfortunately, the materials that appeal to middle school students can be difficult to
find in school (ivey & Broaddus, 2001; Worthy, Moorman, & Turner, 1999). If the goal
is to develop motivated, engaged readers, then that needs to change.

Connections to Students’ Out-of-School Lives

You build on what they know and what they care about.
(successful history teacher cited by Ivey & Fisher, 2005, p.10)

The evidence is clear that students (like adults) are more willing to read about things
that interest them. Even those who appear to be among the most resistant to reading
in school may yet be engaged, purposeful readers outside of school {Bintz, 1993; Ivey
& Broaddus, 2001; Schraw, Bruning, & Svoboda, 1995; Worthy, 1998). Instructional
practices that repair the disconnect between students’ public and private literacies
practices that form connections between what is personally interesting to students and
the materials they are asked to read in school will support the development of compre-

hension processes,

Opportunities for discussion

One of the common characteristics of reciprocal teaching, Transactional Strategies
Instruction, Collaborative Strategic Reading and Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction
is the emphasis on the socially constructive nature of comprehension. In cach frame-
work, discussion plays a key role in supporting the development of students’ under-
seanding of text. It is through the interaction—or the transaction—of ideas, languagc,
and perspective that comprehension is developed. Students must have time for this dis-
course; however, by definition, that takes time. Again, discussion alone will not lead to
the development of effective comprehension processes. However, when students have
opportunities to discuss outcomes in science, debate issues in social studies or analyze
literary themes with peers, they are forced fo return o the texts for evidence to support
their claims (Biancarosa, 2005). They model and practice the strategies of prediction,
questioning, clarifying, summarizing, and synthesis. They are able to move their Fhink»
ing forward in ways that enable them to return to text later with better developed ideas,
new perspectives and more background knowledge. '

Choice

1t makes me want to read when 1 bear it’s our choice and no one else’s!
(sixth-grade student interviewed by Ivey & Broaddus, 2001, p. 350)

Teachers who offer students choices, challenging tasks, and collaborative learning envi-
ronments increase their motivation to read and comprehend text (Snow, 2002). Indeed,
adolescents like the student cited above clearly identify choice as a significant factor in
motivating them to read {Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Ivey & Broaddus, 2001; Pitcher et
al., 2007). Guthrie and Wighicld explain the power of choice in terms of the control it
affords students. As students move from the primary grades into the intermediate years,
there is more of an emphasis on teacher control and fewer opportunities for student
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decision making (Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Eccles, Wigfield, et al., 1993). Unfortunately,
this shift takes place during the same time when students are striving to become more
independent decision malkers in their lives. Guthric and his colleagues deliberately
included student choice as a key feature of the CORI framework because they believed
that choice plays a significant role in motivating engaged readers (Guthrie, Anderson,
Alao, & Rinchart, 1999; Guthrie et al., 1998). Given the strength of student voices and
the evidence that underlies engagement theory, choice appears to be a critical feature of
effective comprehension inseruction in the middle grades.

Read aloud

Read aloud is a daily practice in primary grade classrooms (c.g., Pressley, Whar-
ton-McDonald, Mistretta, & Echevarria, 1998; Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, &
Hampston, 1998), but as the pressure to cover content increases, fewer teachers make
time for it as students move into the intermediate and secondary grades. Yet read aloud
continues to provide valuable opportunitics for modeling fluency and comprehension
serategics, exploring complex ideas, building vocabulary, and increasing students’
world knowledge. It provides a scaffold for supporting classroom discourse. Moreover,
students describe read aloud as a tool for developing better conceprual understandings
(Ivey, 2003) and they report that they value the experience in school (Ivey & Broaddus,
2001). When asked what they enjoyed most in class, 62% of sixth graders reported
having their teacher read aloud. Again, the role of motivation must be acknowledged
in considering an instructional framework for middle school students, Reading aloud
to students—well beyond the point when they can read to themselves—provides a wide
range of opportunities for modeling and supporting comprehension instruction in a
format that students find highly engaging.

SUMMARY-—WHAT IS KNOWN ABOUT SUPPORTING
COMPREHENSION IN THE MIDDLE GRADES.

Comprehension instruction that supports the development of higher order processing of
text at the middle school level demands a careful mix of strategies and skills instruction
embedded within motivating, engaging environments. We know that many students
struggle with the transition from the early challenges of “learning to read” to the later,
more complex challenges of using reading as a tool for learning {Chali, 1983; Chall &
Jacobs, 2003; Chall, Jacobs, & Baldwin, 1990; Perie, Grigg, & Donahue, 2005). We
know that as students leave elementary school and move through middle school, their
interest in school reading declines, while their interest in out-of-school literacy grows
{Moje, Young, Readance, & Moore, 2000; Strommen & Mates, 2004; Wigfield, 1997,
Worthy, 1998; Worthy, Moorman, & Turner, 1999), During the same period, we know
that students’ proficiency in reading is likely to decline (Chall & Jacobs, 1983; Chall
Jacobs, & Baldwin, 1990). ‘

As students make the transition from student-centered classrooms where the focus
is on “learning to read” to more teacher-directed classrooms where they are expected
to use reading to learn, they need instruction, opportunities and learning contexts that
will support them through that process (e.p., Oldfather & Dahl, 1994; Oldfather &
MclLaughlin, 1993). Unfortunately, the limited research that has specifically targeted
students and classrooms in grades four through eight——where student declines appear
to take root-—consistently reports an absence of comprehension instruction (Alliﬁgton
& Johnston, 2002; Pressley, Wharton-McDonald, Mistretta-Hampston & Echevarria,
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1998) and an increase in the separation between in-school {public) literacies and out-of-
school (private) literacies (Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Faulker, 2005; Piecher et al., 2007).

n order for students in the middle grades to develop higher order comprehension,
we know that they must be able to access the words accurately and fluently (LaBerge
& Samuels, 1974; Rasinski et al., 2005; Tan & Nicholson, 1997}, We know that they
must be able to draw upon and coordinate comprehension strategies—and that strate-
gies can be taught and learned with positive effects on comprehension (e.g., Pressley &
Afflerbach, 1995; Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Peterson, 1991; Palincsar & Brown, 1984;
Presstey et al., 1992). We know that students with larger vocabularies and more exten-
sive background knowledge have better comprchension—and that supporting these
components through instruction helps improve comprehension (e.g., Anderson & Free-
body, 1981; Beck, Perferti, & McKeown, 1982; Graves, 2000; Stanovich, 1986).

In contrast to conventional wisdom, we know that young adolescents do, in fact,
read—but that they prefer to read materials not often found in school (Ivey & Broad-
dus, 2001; Tvey & Fisher, 2005; Worthy, Moorman, & Turner, 1999}, We know that
by the intermediate grades, motivation and engagement are significant factors atfecting
students’ comprehension development {Guthrie & Wigheld, 2000; Guthrie, Wigfield,
Mertsala, & Cox, 1999},

WHAT 1S NOT KNOWN--DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

It has been nearly 25 vears since researchers began to consider the unique needs of stu-
dents making the transition from early conventional readers—those focused on “learn-
ing to read”—to intermediate readers, who must use conventional reading as a tool
to explore new territory of ideas in print (Chall, 1983). It has been just as long since
Durkin (1979) calied attention to the utter lack of comprehension instruction for these
students. Since that time, there have been remarkably few studies that have focused
specifically on typically developing middle grades readers. Most of what we know about
instructional supports for these students must be assembled from research with overlap-
ping populations (¢.g., primary-grades students, “adolescents,” “struggling,” or “reluc-
tant” readers).

Most of the early efforts to address the well-recognized “slump” focused on strength-
ening instruction in the primary grades in an effort to prevent later difficulties. Despite
a recent increase in attention to older readers, the focus of most large-scale research
projects and intervention funding continues to be on instruction in the primary grades.
For example, the proposed federal budget for 2006 included $1.1 billion budgeted for
Reading First (for strengthening readers in grades K-3) and only $200 million proposed
for Striving Readers {supporting instruction for studengs in high schools). Notice that
students in the middle grades were left out completely. There is a profound need for
more rescarch that specificalty investigates instructional approaches for students who
fall between the primary grades and high school. Rather than drawing from studies
targeting elementary or secondary students {as we have done in much of this chapter),
we need studies that explicitly investigate teaching and learning experiences in middle
schools.~

Even in studies where comprehension instruction has been implemented with middle
school students and positive effects, there is a need to better understand the circum-
stances under which such practices can be sustained. Rescarchers who have developed
and studied instructional frameworks where students learn to coordinate multiple serat-
egies and rescarchers consider motivation and engagement, there have been significant
challenges to implementation—-not from the perspective of the students, but rather from
the perspectives of the teachers {c.g., Brown & Campione, 1998; Brown, Pressley, Van
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Meter, & Schuder, 1995; Klinger et al., 2004; Pressley & El-Dinary, 1997). One expla-
nation for the laa,k of coordinated L()rnpre%}ensi(m instruction is that it demands a high
level of training and expertise and cremendous commitment on the part of the classroom
teacher. In many cases, in fact, it appears to be unsustainable in a “typical” clagsroom.
The consistency of these findings raises the question of whether all teachers can learn
to teach comprehension in these ways (e.g., El-Dinary & Schuder, 1993; Pressley & El-
Dinary, 1997). This is a question that should be explored further.

Given the unigue challenges presented by young adolescent readers and their teachers,
there is a great deal of work to be done to further our understanding of these students
as learners, including both their public and private literacies, the roles of motivation and
engagement in their learning, and the challenges facing the teachers who work eo imple-
ment effective instructiona) frameworks. These middle grades could well be the critical
junceure for students and their literacy development. There is much work to be done to
ensure that we guide them on a trajectory toward multiple literacies that connect them
1o the world and help them move forward in their lives.
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